In this conceptual paper we examine the context of early childhood education and care (ECEC) in England and the underpinning pre-dominant ideologies to explore how these impact on the framing of leadership. The English context entails several contradictions (antinomies) at ontological, epistemological and axiological levels and is heavily influenced by an ideological struggle concerning the value of play within the sector as opposed to a climate of child performativity. Moreover, the predominately female workforce (a factor itself) has faced relentless changes in terms of qualifications and curriculum reforms in the recent years. With the introduction of the graduate leader qualification [Early Years Teacher Status (EYT)] a vast body of research has been seeking to conceptualise what leadership means for ECEC. In this paper we argue that these attempts are helpful and contribute to this discourse of leadership, but we need to think of it not only abstractly, but practically as well. Thus, we conclude, our (re)conceptualisation of leadership should locate it as pedagogical praxis after evaluating the inherent deep dispositions of leaders in conjunction with their history, surrounding culture and subjective perspectives/realities.
Introduction
The field of early childhood education and care (ECEC) in England can be described as a confusion of intent, with proposed leadership constructs and behaviours relevant to that context similarly afflicted (Cohen et al, 2018) . Moreover, dominant ideologies are shaping the conceptualisation of what should constitute leadership in the field (Murray and Clark 2013) . It is our intention in this paper to unravel this confusion and make the case for leadership to be pedagogical praxis. We will argue that instead of seeking leadership approaches from existing theoretical framings of leadership, in ECEC we should acknowledge its peculiarities and seek a continual interplay between theory, actions and practice in "one unified process" (Gadamer 1979, 275) : praxis.
Building on the Aristotelian ideas of praxis, Freire's (1972) notion of acting dialogically, Carr and Kemmis' (1986) critical approach to theory and practice for educational reform, Furman's (2012) social justice leadership and Grundy's (1987) (Pascal and Bertram, 2012, p. 481) .
Our arguments presented here claim that this notion of praxis will allow for successful engagement by practitioners in the quest to provide effective learning environments for pre-school children in England and maybe to be adopted elsewhere.
The antinomies of English early childhood education and care (ECEC)
In this section we aim to address some key issues in the ECEC in England. We characterise these issues as antinomies -a term that refers to situations that are risen due to contradictory ideologies, laws or actions. As in England ECEC is still a split between childcare and education and there are still a number of patchy services either under the umbrella of care or education, a situation which creates a contradiction (antinomy) between care and education in early childhood and "positions early childhood professional practice in contrast to the managerial and technocratic language that dominates the discourse on early childhood education and care" (Urban, 2014: 128) .
To start with, the first antinomy rises from a mixed economy of state-maintained, statefunded and privately owned and maintained practice or as they are known, 'settings' in ECEC in England (Cohen et al 2018) . This is partly because in England there is no requirement for the compulsory education of children under the age of five years and, consequently, no coordinated state provision for those who do participate. There is strong evidence of government commitment to ensuring effective education and care is available, however, which was initially manifested through the introduction of the Early Years Foundation Stage (EYFS) in 2008 (DCSF, 2007 (DCSF, , 2008 and has been supported financially from central funding, but this commitment falls short of providing state-maintained settings. The outcome is that the mandatory curriculum and standards of care contained within the succeeding iterations of EYFS (DfE 2014a and b, 2017) have been delivered through a range of providers which stretches from young children being educated at home to formal, designated practices. Outside of the home these have included single person child-minding services, nurseries, kindergartens (many of which are privately owned and operate on a profit-making basis) and preschool provision in independent and state-maintained primary schools. Currently the government has announced that there is a "15 hour entitlement for the most disadvantaged two-year-olds, 15 hour entitlement for parents of three-and four-yearolds (the universal entitlement); and 30 hour entitlement for working parents of threeand four-year-olds (the extended entitlement)" (DfE 2018a, p. 4).
At a basic minimum, therefore, all pre-school children can receive education and care outside of the home, but in many instances the cost of such provision exceeds the amount provided by central government (Fullfact, 2017) . In other words, within ECEC provision a market economy exists which is a major consideration for leaders of settings within the sector (Ang 2014) . This leads to another antinomy which is related to the structure of the pre-school provision in England which is far from coherent, a situation which gives rise to how the sector is accountable (e.g. Nutbrown 2012 , 2018 , , Osgood et al, 2017 . This requirement is a joint responsibility which involves several agencies, but is one which operates as closely as possible to a failproof system following some unfortunate and notorious cases of child welfare in recent years where the systems in place failed to protect these children [e.g. Victoria Climbié (House of Commons, 2003) and Baby Peter (Lord Laming Report, 2009) ]. This brings into question the ethics of care that are core in ECEC (Yelland, 1988 , Tronto 1993 and 1995 […] has the capacity to deal with diversity and alterity, with the fact that subjects are different and in this sense both "strange" and "knowable" to each other" (Sevenhuijsen, 1998, p. 60 (Mathers et al. 2011, p. 2) .
Further complicating the increasing pressures for accountability, based on measures of children in a context of increasing managerialism, is the neoliberal emphasis on standardised outcomes and outputs (Goldstein, et. al, 2018, Bradbury and RobertsHolmes 2017; Palaiologou 2017; Osgood, et al, 2017 , Nicholson and Palaiologou 2016 , Lloyd, 2015 , Ang, 2012 . Top down imposed standards appear to be the 'official' approach of quality, characterised by an objective reality that can be measured, evaluated, assured and inspected (Moss 2016 (presumably school) . (Palaiologou, 2016, pp. 217-218) .
Earlier Moss, et al., (2000) , in critiquing ECEC in England, argued that "the process Firstly, the pressure exerted by government policy level seems to be to prepare young children for their entry to compulsory education in the year they reach five years of age, typically manifested as school, frequently making this the most important focus for practitioners. There are many possible reasons for this, the most important of which are economic i.e. pay scales, who gets the job, who is promoted, who obtains funding and who is in charge. This places the sector within the same performativity criteria (i.e. standards, outcomes, outputs and goals) as those faced by those who work in compulsory education. This has led to an ideological struggle within ECEC to demonstrate that play, play-based learning, playful learning and play-based pedagogy are valued. Campaigning for the value of play is central to ECEC communities of practice within the sector as they seek to legitimise their role as educators (i.e., BERA ECE SIG, 2003; Wood, 2014) . Practitioners within ECEC settings are subject to a nationalised curriculum (EYFS) that must be implemented, however, and this exerts pressure for conformance to standardised teaching at the expense of play.
Secondly, a predominately female workforce has affected the status of the qualifications, created an ideology that women do things differently and influenced the expectations for leadership behaviour. The ECEC workforce consistently features low level qualifications and pay (Osgood, et al., 2017 ), yet the demands contained within government policies anticipate skilful leaders and highly qualified professional staff.
This situation may be creating ontological insecurities among practitioners as seeking to establish their professional identity when working with young children, leading Chalke (2013) (Chalke 2013: 219) .
To conclude, in a policy environment based on neoliberal managerialism, the field of ECEC in England presents several antinomies and complexities. Those working in the sector, typically a low paid and under qualified female workforce, thus are often required to fulfil more than one function, to be accountable, show curriculum fidelity, demonstrate data driven 'quality' and make sure that children will be ready for formal school at the age of five years in contrast to developing children's capability as learners though play-based pedagogy. All these have led to increasing confusion regarding their profile, role and identity. There has also been substantial debate and multiple claims that leadership in the sector is different from other educational contexts and there is a need to theorise leadership in ECEC and avoid the temptation to "import mindscapes and models, concepts and definitions", but rather to invent them as "you can't borrow the character, you have to create it" (Sergiovanni, 1992: 214) . Thus, it is argued, models the evolved from other occupations, such as 'distributed' and 'transformational' leadership, cannot be adopted simply as the demands of the role "concerns relational leadership, groups of people collaboratively working together to complete tasks and goals rather than being the work of one leader" (Siraj-Blatchford and Hallett, 2014: 17) . The revised EYFS of 2012 highlighted the centrality of those leading early childhood settings having to work within a framework of legislation and other support agencies to "reconcile the expertise and efforts of all other adults engaged in the support of preschool children" (Male and Nicholson, 2016: 317) .
The conclusion to draw is that whilst the knowledge base of leadership in early childhood and care in England is still developing, practical and applicable solutions to specific contexts are required -the concept of 'knowing in action' (Schön, 1983 Siraj-Blatchford and Manni (2007) had earlier drawn the conclusion that the focus of leadership in the sector should be on children's learning, a conclusion which moves beyond merely providing care and preparing young children for school. They argue for "a contextual literacy" which have the children's learning outcomes at the centre and propose to think of leadership in ECEC as leadership for learning.
(Re)framing leadership in early childhood education and care
As shown above, since the introduction of the graduate leader in ECEC in England, research showed an increasing interest in leadership in the field. The trend was to examine approaches to leadership that existed in other forms of education and attempted to apply them in ECEC. A consensus among research was that as ECEC is different in nature from other forms of education it was necessary to rethink leadership as well. We endorse this view to reframe leadership in ECEC, especially in the light of some of the antinomies we addressed earlier. The 'contextual literacy' of ECEC is shaped by the ambiguous ideology of play, the female dominance of the workforce, the emotional nature of the labour and the ethics of care.
Thus, some turned to feminism paradigms in their quest for reframing leadership as the emotionality, partiality, contextual specificity was attributed in leadership by women (Sachs and Blackmore, 1998, Moyles. 2001) . Others entertained the idea of distributed leadership as a democratic approach to leadership (Muijs, et al., 2004 Spillane and Diamond, 2004) , whereas others encouraged us to reframe leadership under the lens of participative pedagogy (Murray and MacDowall, 2013) or praxeological terms (Pascal and Bertram 2012) . Finally, some research made a strong case to think leadership in its context and frame leadership with pedagogical lenses (Heikka and Waniganayake 2011; Male and Palaiologou, 2012 , we propose to rethink the "horizon of practice", "the aims of theory" and the context in leadership. We argue here that leadership is not only based on actions and reflections. If we approach leadership in that sense, it lives a sense of, using Freire's concept, 'unfinishedness'.
(Re)conceptualise leadership: Leadership as Pedagogical praxis
Building on all these attempts to reframe leadership in ECEC, and based on our previous work Male 2015 & Palaiologou and Male, 2016; Feldges, Male, Palaiologou and Burwood, 2015) we argue in Aristotelian terms that, leadership embodies techne (craftsmanship) as it is "an ethical and moral craft that draws from conceptual and abstract knowledge […[engages in ongoing critical reflective inquiry" (Black Murtadha 2007, p. 10) and phronesis (practical wisdom) as it requires to "make[s] a wise and prudent practical judgment about how to act in this situation" (Carr and Kemmis, 1986, p. 190, original emphasis) . Moreover, it is about poiesis (making action/s to allow "moving back to forth in a critical way between reflecting and acting on the world" (Brown, 2004, p. 96) . Thus, in the ecology of a community (contextualised situation), leadership seeks an equilibrium between sophia (theory), phronesis and episteme (practical wisdom and knowledge which is constructed through critical reflective inquiry (Freire, 1972) . We have been stimulated to think of leadership as pedagogical praxis not "at an abstract level without detailed analysis of what leadership as praxis actually means and entails" (Furman, 2012, p. 203, original emphasis), but as a balanced interplay of all the Aristotelian concepts:
knowledge (episteme), theory (sophia), practical wisdom (phronesis), craftmanship (techne) and the taking of action(s) (poiesis) in "one unified process" (Gadamer 1979, p. 275 ).
This led us to bring together the terms 'pedagogy' and 'leadership' in the light of the above understanding of leadership. Pedagogical leadership in the twenty-first century, we argued, extends the principle of 'leadership for learning' beyond the classroom to embrace the community (Male and Palaiologou, 2012 , 2015 Palaiologou and Male, 2016) . This contrasted with earlier definitions which perceived pedagogy to be the direct relationship between teacher and learner (e.g. Sergiovanni, 1992; Heikka and Waniganayake, 2011) (Furman 2012: 203) .
In portraying ECEC, Yelland and Bentley (2018, p. 2) suggest:
The lives we lead are complex; as early childhood educators, there is a pressing need to make sense of these complexities and their implications for the lives and educational experiences of young children.
In that sense, we seek to locate leadership as pedagogical praxis, in the Aristotelian term of praxis, and subsequently identify it as 'pedagogical leadership'. In rethinking leadership as pedagogical praxis we do not seek for prior knowledge of the right ways of doing things, but seek instead to examine the active conditions in any given environment (hexis).
When conceptualising leadership in ECEC as pedagogical praxis, emphasis and examination should be given to in-depth understanding of the environment (hexis) that impact upon ECEC such as its historicity, culture and subjective perspective/realties of the antinomies and oxymora evident within the sector. This requires the exercising of judgment, practical wisdom, common sense or prudence where "the phenomena modelled are social, and thus answer back in ways natural phenomena do not" (Flybjerg, 2006, p. 39) . Such an approach seeks polyphony and engages in "theorising the foundational concepts of leadership and pedagogy" (Heikka and Waniganayake, 2001, p. 499 (Demetrio, 1996, p. 155) and develop "education for use" (Lindeman 1944, p. 103) .
In that sense, we will conclude that pedagogical leadership is rooted in the specific context and pays attention to its own environment through engaging with the historicity, culture and subjective perspectives/realities contexts that are involved.
Thus, the community in ECEC (researchers and practitioners) should seek its own end purpose (telos) rather than trying to bridge theory (sophia) from disparate and different communities. 
